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The Appellants CASE. 
TI H A T the Chapel of Hammerſmith in the Pariſh of Fulham, in the County of Middleſex, was Erected at 
« 


the proper Coſts and Charges of the Inhabitants of Hammerſmith, who gave all or moſt part of the Ground 
upon which the ſaid Chapel ſtands. | 


THAT ſome ſhort time after the Erection, and before the Conſecration of the ſaid Chapel, the Vicar of 
Fulham and Inhabitants of Hammerſmith entred into Articles of Apreement ; the Preamble to which Articles runs thus : 
For avoiding all Controverſies and Differences in time to come, the Vicar on the one part and the Inhabitants on the other, 
have Declared, Agreed and Accorded, and do Declare, Agree and Accord as followeth ; That the Inhabitants of Hammer- 
ſmith perpernally for the time being, ſhall find and maintain a Curate at their own Coſts and Charges, repair their Chapel, 
be liable to the Reparations of the Church of Fulham, pay all their Dues to the Church of Fulham, and the Vicar be diſ- 
charged from the Exerciſe of his Miniſterial Office in the ſaid Chapel. is | 


THAT on the 7th of Fune 1631, the Chapel was Conſecrated by the Right Reverend William Laud, then Lord 
Biſhop of London. 5 | | 


THAT, purſuant to the ſaid Articles of Agreement, the Inhabitants of Hammerſmith have always Elected thear 
Miniſters or Chaplains, ever fince the Erection of the ſaid Chapel. 


THAT all the Maintenance the Miniſter of the ſaid Chapel receives, is only from the Voluntary Contributions 
of the Inhabitants. OR EY OO. | 


THAT Mr. Wade the laſt Curate, was Choſen by the Inhabitants, in the Year 1652, and Offigiated there Forty 
Five Years, tift his Death, which happened in Nowember 1707. | | 


THAT immediately after the Death of Mr. Wade, viz. in November 1707, and a ſecond time in November 1708, 
the Inhabitants, according to their Right and Uſage, unanimonſly Elected Littletos Rurton, Appellant, Miniſter of the 
Chapel, who had before Officiated there for the ſpace of Seven Years, during the Indiſpoſition of the laſt Curate 
Mr. Wade, by the Approbation and expreſs Conſent of the preſent Lord Biſhop of London. 


T HAT after the Deatf of Mr. Wade, the preſent Biſhop of London ſet up a Title of Nominatton of a Miniſter 
to the ſaid Chapel, under colour of a Reſervation made in the Conſecration of the Chapel by the ſaid Biſhop Land, and 

denied the Right to the Inhabigancs of Hlecting a Miniſter to ſerve in the ſaid Chapel, and granted a Licence to 
Michael Hutchinſon, Reſpondent, *o be Curate of the ſaid Chapel. 


THAT the Reſpondents, in\Michd&as-Term laſt, exhibited their Bill in the High Court of Chancery againſt the 
Appellants, for ſetling the Right of the Biſhop of London in the Nomination of a Curate to the ſaid Chapel, and for 
confirming the Reſpondent Hutchinſon in the Curacy of the ſaid Chapel and all the Profits thereof, and for obliging the 
Appellant Burton to account for the Profits by Decree of the ſaid Court of Chancery: To which Bill the Appellants put 
in their Anſwers, and divers Witneſſes were examined on both ſides. = 


THAT upon hearing the Cauſe the 7th of this inſtant May before the Right Honourable the Lord Keeper, his 
Lordſhip was pleaſed to Order and Decreeſthe Right of Nomination of a Curate to the ſaid Chapel to be in the Lord 
Biſhop of London and his Succeſſors, and the Reſpondent Hutchinſon to be quieted in the Poſſeſſion of the Curacy of the 
ſaid Chapel; and the Appellants, Burton and John Charlwood, the Chapel-Warden, to account for the Profits they have 
received, and to be examined upon Interrogatories for the diſcovery thereof, and to pay Coſts. | 


By which Decree the Appellants conceive they are much aggrieved, in regard that the Inhabitants are 

entirely deprived of their Right of Nominating a Curate to the ſaid Chapel, and the Articles of Agree- 
ment deſtroyed : That the Profits the Appellants are obliged to account for, are only voluntary Con- 
tributions : That the Proofs in the ſaid Cauſe, were not ſufficient to ng a Right in the 
Reſpondent Henry Lord Biſhop of London, and ' ſeveral of them ought not to have been admitted; 
and your Appellants are adwiſed, that the Reſpondents Bill ought to have been diſmiſſed. Where- 
fore your Appellants humbly hope this HONOURABLE HOUSE will Reverſe the ſaid Decree, 
and relieve the Appellants in the Premiſſes. 


JOHN PRATT. 


